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State v. Rivera (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . e 975
State v. Rivera . . . . . . . L 720

Breach of peace second degree; criminal mischief third degree; threatening second
degree; certification from Appellate Court; whether Appellate Court correctly deter-
mined that trial court had not abused its discretion when it precluded defendant
JSfrom cross-examining individual with whom defendant had confrontation giving
rise to charges in present case regarding facts underlying that individual’s prior
larceny convictions in order to show that such individual had stolen cell phones
to support drug habit; whether Appellate Court correctly determined that defend-
ant had failed to establish that trial court violated his rights to confrontation
and to present a defense when it precluded him from cross-examining individual
with whom defendant had confrontation about fact that that individual, by pre-
viously pleading guilty to crime of breach of peace in connection with prior
incident, had admitted that he was lying about using pepper spray in self-defense
during that prior incident.

State v. Robert H. (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . e 964
State . Romero (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . e 955
State v. Rosa (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . e 920
State v. SAWYET . . . . . . e e e e e e e 29

Possession of child pornography second degree; whether trial court incorrectly con-
cluded that search warrant affidavit provided probable cause to search defendant’s
residence for evidence of possession of child pornography; unpreserved claim
that this court should adopt more demanding standard under Connecticut consti-
tution for assessing whether there is probable cause to issue search warrant.

State v. Smith (Order) . . . . . .. .. . . ... 932
State v. Taupier (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . 928
State v. Taveras (Order) . . . . . . . . . . e e 948
State v. Tinsley (Order). . . . . . . . . . . e 927
State v. Torres (Order) . . . . . . . . . 0 i e e e e 913
State v. Tyus (Order) . . . . . . . . . e e e e 907
State v. Villar (Order). . . . . . . . . . . e 916
State v. Watson (Order). . . . . . . . . L 912
State v. White (Order). . . . . . . . . .. e 906
State v. Williams (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . 974

Streifel v. Bulkley (Order) . . . . . . . . . . . e 911
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Summit Saugatuck, LLC v. Water Pollution Control Authority (Order) . ... ... .. .. 944
Syms v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ....... 970
Syms v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ....... 974
Thomas v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . .. ... ... ... ... ....... 929
Thompson ». Commissioner of Correction (Order). . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 913
Turek v. Zoning Board of Appeals (Order). . . . . . . .. .. ... .. ... 915
25 Grant Street, LLC v. Bridgeport (Order) . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... .. ...... 966
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U.S. Bank, National Assn. v. Mamudi (Order) . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ..... 921
U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Rothermel (Order). . . . ... ... ... ... ......... 910
U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. v. O'Brien (Order). . . . . . .. .. .. ... . ..., 922
Vera v. Liberty Mutual Fire Ins. Co.. . . . . . . . . . . .. . i 110

Homeowners insurance; breach of contract; motion for summary judgment; removal
of action from state court to federal court; certified question from United States
District Court for District of Connecticut; reliance on this court’s decision in
companion case of Karas v. Liberty Ins. Corp. (335 Conn. 62); whether, to satisfy
substantial impairment of structural integrity standard, as set forth in Beach
v. Middlesex Mutual Assurance Co. (205 Conn. 246), home must be in imminent
danger of falling down or caving in, that is, in imminent danger of actual collapse.

Wachovia Mortgage, FSB v. Toczek (Order). . . . . . ... ... .. .. ... .. ...... 964
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Melahn (Order). . . . . . . ... ... ... .. .. ... ..... 947
Whistnant v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...... 969
Williams ». Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . .. ... ... ............ 923
Williams v. Commissioner of Motor Vehicles (Order) . . . . ... ... ........... 952
Winakor v. Savalle (Order). . . . . . . . . . . e e 958
Wolfork ». Yale Medical Group . . . . . . . . . . o v ittt e e e e 448

Medical negligence; motion to open and vacate judgment of dismissal; whether this
court had subject matter jurisdiction to review claims regarding trial court’s
granting of motion to open and vacate judgment of dismissal; whether defendants’
claims on appeal raised colorable challenge to jurisdiction of trial court; difference
between trial court’s jurisdiction and trial court’s authority to act, discussed;
whether administrator of decedent’s estate had standing to move to open and
vacate judgment of dismissal on behalf of estate, even though he was not party
to action when court rendered judgment of dismissal.

Woods v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . . . ... ... ... ... ........ 938



